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DETAILED ACTION 

This is in response to the application filed on January 18 th 2005, in which claims 
1-8 are presented for examination. 

Status of Claims 

Claim 1-8 are currently pending, of which claim 1 is in independent form. 
Claims 1 and 4 are currently objected to. 
Claims 1, 2 and 4 are currently rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(a). 
Claims 3 and 5-8 are currently rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim Objections 

1 . Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: the acronym "URL" 
is not spelled out. Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: the term "response 
column" lack antecedent basis. Also the phrase "response column transmitted each of 
the terminal devices" is unclear, if the terminal devices are transmitting the response 
column that can be indicated with the phrase 'response column transmitted by each of 
the terminal devices. Appropriate correction is required. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/521 ,580 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2109 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

4. Claims 1-2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Orime et al. JP 2002-183365 A (hereinafter Orime). 

Regarding claim 1, Orime discloses "a service server" as WWW server 
(paragraph 21, Fig. 9), "terminal devices owned by said informing person and said 
informed persons connected to each other via a computer network" as an information 
network connecting two parties (paragraph 21, Fig. 9), and "server transmits informing 
E-mails each including a URL" as prospective clients receiving e-mail with URL 
(paragraph 31). 

Regarding claim 2, Orime discloses "wherein said URL has a document descried 
with a www-compatible language" as a URL that when inputted into a Web browser will 
access the sever (paragraph 31), and "including a response column" as a webpage 
which the user can indicate if participating (paragraphs 31-32). 

Regarding claim 4, Orime discloses "wherein said service server detects data 
concerning said response column transmitted each of the terminal devices owned by 
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said informed persons, and transmits a result of detection as a reporting E-mail to the 
terminal device owned by said informing person" as a system that sends an e-mail to 
the manager before the event regarding the status of the event based upon the user's 
responses (paragraph 33). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orime in 
view of Bickmore et al. JP 2000-222398 A (hereinafter Bickmore). 

Regarding claim 3, Orime does not disclose "wherein said document [...] has 
been processed for screen partition for various display capacities of terminal devices" 
however Bickmore teaches this as a re-authoring system for transforming a document 
into two or more sub documents for viewing on PDAs (paragraphs 8-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Orime with Bickmore. The motivation is to ensure that the WWW 
documents can be properly read on PDAs thus allowing the user to see the messages 
without connecting using a full size personal computer. 
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7. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orime in 
view of Hasebe JP 2000-207300 A (hereinafter Hasebe). 

Regarding claim 5, Orime does not disclose "wherein said reporting E-mail 
includes a plurality of choices for re-informing methods" however Hasebe teaches this 
as a Web browser which displays information and gives a plurality of choices which at a 
minimum include deciding whether or not to resend the email (paragraphs 37-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Orime with Hasebe. The motivation is to allow the organizer to 
retry the users who have not confirmed. 

8. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orime in 
view of Makita JP 2000-231527 A (hereinafter Makita). 

Regarding claim 6, Orime does not disclose "said reporting E-mail includes a 
URL for linking to said result of detection" and "the URL has a document described with 
www-compatible language and including the result of detection" however these are 
taught by Makita. Makita discloses a system that sends an email linking a website that 



Application/Control Number: 10/521 ,580 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2109 

contains the results of user's answers similar to the results received for the invention of 
Orime (paragraph 31 ). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Orime with Makita. The motivation is to make it easier for the 
manager to view the results. 

9. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orime in 
view of Makita and in further view of Hasebe. 

Regarding claim 7, neither Orime nor Makita disclose "wherein said document 
[,..] includes a plurality of choices for re-informing methods" however Hasebe teaches 
this as a Web browser which displays information and gives a plurality of choices which 
at a minimum include deciding whether or not to resend the email (paragraphs 37-45). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Orime and Makita with Hasebe. The motivation is to allow the 
organizer to retry the users who have not confirmed. 

10. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Orime in 
view of Makita and in further view of Bickmore. 
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Regarding claim 8, neither Orime nor Makita disclose "wherein said document 
[...] has been subjected to a screen partition processing to accommodate various 
display capacities of the terminal device" however Bickmore teaches this as a re- 
authoring system for transforming a document into two or more sub documents for 
viewing on PDAs (paragraphs 8-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Orime and Makita with Bickmore. The motivation is to. ensure that 
the WWW documents can be properly read on PDAs thus allowing the user to see the 
messages without connecting using a full size personal computer. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Hanson et al. U.S. Pat. 6,457,045 B1 discloses an interactive user invitation 
system. 

Ordille et al. US2003/0217109 A1 discloses a notification and response system 
with URL embedded emails. 

Dennis US2007/0050462 A1 discloses accessing electronic files from email. 
Henneuse et al. U.S. Pat. 5,963,913 discloses an event scheduling system. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason Recek whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1975. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs 7:30am-5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frantz Coby can be reached on (571) 272-4017. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Jason Recek 
6/26/07 



PRIMARY EXAMINER 



